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The purpose of this study was to determine if academic achievement and academic self-
esteem can be linked to the non-traditional organizational pattern of 
looping in kindergarten and first grade classes.  Looping is defined as one teacher 
remaining with the same students for two or more years.  Using a control group-
experimental group design where the experimental group participated in the looping 
program and the control group did not, and applying the statistical procedure of 
multivariate analysis of variance (MANAVO), it was found that there was no significant 
difference between the subjects in the two groups on the criterion variable of academic 
achievement as measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, and the criterion variable of 
academic self-esteem as measured by the Culture-Free Self-Esteem Inventory, Second  
Edition.  It was concluded that further study would need to be done to determine if there 
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Nothing is less real than realism.  Details are confusing. 
It is only by selection, by elimination, by emphasis that we  
get at the real meaning of things.   
       Georgia O’Keefe 
  
When Georgia O’Keefe, one of the great artis ts of the twentieth century, made 
this statement, she was referring to art and the artistic processes she used to create 
masterpieces.  However, the idea that taking the time to examine the world and eliminate 
several solutions to problems as they arise, before selecting the real meaning of things, 
can also apply to the way young children learn.  Recent brain research shows that 
cognitive activity starts earlier than previously thought, and that later learning depends 
upon, or is rooted in, earlier learning much more than was ever before suspected (Jensen, 
1998).  In his 1999 keynote address to the National Academy of Sciences National 
Research Council Global Conference, Jerome Bruner called for practices and standards in 
classrooms for young children that would invite and encourage reflection and meta-
cognitive processes.  Bruner called for a continuous spiraling curriculum, smaller classes, 
extra help for disadvantaged children, language rich environments, and more concern for 
“self-building” or esteem building issues. He said that students’ earliest learning 
environments must include time for reflection for “It, reflection, is what turns a ‘spiral 
curriculum’ back on itself, connecting the before, the now, and the what next.  We need it 
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in our schools, to create a continuity from class to class, from year to year, from a first 
version to a next more powerful one.”  (National Academy of Sciences, National 
Research Council, 1999, p. 14). 
   The learning theories of J. Piaget, A. Bandura, L. S. Vygotsky and others have 
suggested that development is progressive from one stage to another, and if supported 
with developmentally appropriate practices, growth will be natural and normal  
(Bredekamp & Copple, 1997).  Programs that are developmentally appropriate have 
curricula that focus on the unique needs of each child.  Traditional public school 
organizational patterns and mandated daily schedules are barriers to realizing 
developmentally appropriate programs.  Other challenges are the size of public school 
classes, and the physical environment of public schools  (Wardle, 1999).   
Current research on school organizational patterns calls for flexibility in student 
grouping to allow young students time to process information and develop the skills to 
become problem solvers using that information  (Daniel & Terry, 1995).  Research done 
by L. S. Vygotsky, J. Piaget, and A. Bandura supports the practices of giving young 
learners time to develop at their own developmental pace and learn from others who are 
progressing faster than they may be at a given developmental stage  (Bacharach, Hasslen 
& Anderson, 1995: Kasten, 1998; Chase & Doan, 1994; Stegelin, 1997; Goodman, 1993; 
Jensen & Green, 1993).  
Current interests in multiage practices are related to interest in 
developmentally appropriate teaching practices, especially in the primary grades.  For 
example looping, defined as one teacher remaining with the same students for two or 
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more years, is a practice that emerged out of multiage practices (Grant, Johnson, & 
Richardson, 1996).  Throughout the description of this research there are references to 
multiage practices, and a major section of the literature review in Chapter 2 looks at 
multiage practices.  This was included to show the interrelatedness of looping and 
multiage practices.  Looping grew out of the feelings of many educators that an age-
graded structure does not meet the needs of many learners.  Age-graded structures in 
schools are based on the assumption that students are all ready to learn the same concepts 
at the same chronological age, and that they will do this during a specific nine-month 
span that is the typical school year.  Multiage practices take away the constraints of time 
that age-graded programs place on learners and teachers and allow children to progress 
naturally in a static learning environment over a longer span of time than just a single 
school year (Grant & Richardson, 1996). 
Looping, while it emerged from multiage programs, is a much simpler process.  It 
has the advantages of being less costly and requiring a shorter lead-time for 
implementation than fuller multiage practices.  The practice of looping was sanctioned in 
America in 1913 by the Department of the Interior as a way of strengthening the teacher-
student progression in schools (Forsten et al., 1997).  A teacher and/or the administration 
of the school decide to implement looping. The teacher who is to loop with his/her class 
takes his/her current class to the next grade level.  This means there must be a looping 
partner on that next higher grade level who drops back to the immediately previous level, 
thereby opening a spot for the looping teacher to move up with his/her current class.  
Many times this grows out of parental requests for a teacher to remain with their children 
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because the students have made great progress or because of terrific impact made by a 
teacher in the life of a group of students.  The teacher will decide that he/she wants to 
remain, not only with that group of children, but also with the entire class.  This teacher, 
designated as Teacher A, will talk a teacher on the next grade level up, Teacher B, into 
dropping back to Teacher A’s grade level, thus providing a space for Teacher A to move 
into as her class progresses.  Administrative approval is an important step of this process  
(Grant et al., 1996).  In the case of the current study Teacher A began with a class in 
kindergarten and moved with them to first grade, taking the place of Teacher B who was 
a first grade teacher.  Teacher B then dropped back to become a kindergarten teacher and 
took that class of kindergarten students through first grade.  Teacher A and Teacher B 
continued to rotate through these two grade levels in two-year cycles.   
Some of the advantages of looping cited in the literature are as follows: (a) 
teachers have more time to cover needed concepts due to transitions being smoother from 
one year to the next; (b) behavioral patterns and expectations do not have to be 
reestablished each year;  (c) confidence of students increases in a safe and comfortable 
environment; therefore, self-esteem of students is increased; and (d) there are extended 
year learning opportunities over the summer break  (Jacoby, 1994; Bellis, 1999; Harding, 
1997; Chapman, 1999). 
A person’s self-esteem refers to how he/she perceives his/her own value or worth.  
Self-esteem affects one’s level of achievement and his/her ability to adjust in different 
environments throughout all phases and stages of life  (Battle, 1987, 1990).  According to 
Measelle, Ablon, Cowan & Cowan (1998) students who hold a higher degree of self 
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worth with more positive views of themselves in different academic and social 
environments are thought to be better adjusted in school.  School adjustment refers to 
“the degree to which children become engaged, interested, and successful in the academic 
and nonacademic aspects of school”  (Measelle et al., p. 1559).  If students feel confident 
in their abilities they will perceive school as important and enjoyable (Sameroff & Haith, 
1996; Ladd, 1996).    Lawrence (1996) suggests that students with high self-esteem are 
more likely to be excited and eager to take on new challenges.  Mack and Ablon (1983) 
compiled works for those attempting to build young children’s self-esteem.  Geraty (in 
Mack & Ablon,) identified aspects of the educational settings of young children that 
could enhance and increase their positive self-esteem.  Geraty reflects a great deal on the 
relationship of the young child to the teacher as he/she leaves the home environment and 
begins to transfer his/her sense of influence from the parent to the teacher.  “It is in this 
new environment that the child first tests his view of himself as significant and 
competent” and “to be competent is, of course, to perform successfully in scholastic 
work”  (Geraty in Mack & Ablon, p. 263).  Geraty also stresses the importance of young 
children knowing the teacher well and vice versa.  “Knowing the student well so that 
central beliefs are validated is important” (p. 266) in this first teacher student 
relationship.  In describ ing an “ideal” environment, Geraty suggests that multiage settings 
are ideal because they strengthen the relationship between students and teachers over 
time and points out the need to determine if a multi-year experience with the same 
teacher plays a role in enhancing and increasing students’ self-esteem, therefore 
contributing to future school success. 
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This current study attempted to answer this question by looking at the practice of 
looping in a classroom environment within a public school.  The impossibility of 
controlling all of the variables that affect student learning and student attitudes makes 
classroom research challenging.  “Control is not easy in an experiment, especially in 
educational research where real live subjects are involved.” (Gay 1987, p. 263).    The 
researcher must strive to ensure that the characteristic makeup of the subjects and the 
experiences that happen to the subjects during the experimental time are as equal as 
possible on all- important variables except the independent variable, which in this study is 
the organizational pattern of either looping or non-looping (Gay, 1987).   Chapter 3 
includes a detailed explanation of how this need for control of variables was addressed in 
this study. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
 The problem for this study was to compare the academic achievement and future 
school success of students who have participated in a kindergarten and first grade looping 
program with students in the same public school setting who had a different teacher in 
kindergarten and first grade respectively.  The independent variable was the 
organizational pattern, either looping or non-looping, for the students involved in the 
study.  The dependent variables studied were academic achievement and children’s 
academic self-concept, or academic self-esteem.  The measurement instrument for 
academic achievement was the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), (2001 by The 
University of Iowa and Riverside Publishing, Itasca, Illinois). This is a test that all second 
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grade students take in the school district where the study was conducted.  The Culture-
Free Self-Esteem Inventory, Second Edition (CFSEI-2), (1992 by PRO-ED, Austin, 
Texas) was the instrument used to measure academic self-esteem. 
 
Purposes of Study 
 Public schools today are continually being challenged in educational journals and 
by the media to “think outside of the box.”  While looping is not a new idea, it has not 
been used for an organizational pattern extensively in public schools in the United States.  
This study seeks to determine if there are significant differences in variables that affect 
student success in school that can be linked to the practice of looping as defined above.  
More specifically, this study seeks to determine if academic achievement and academic 
self-esteem can be linked to the non-traditional organizational pattern of looping in 
kindergarten and first grade classes. 
 
Hypotheses 
1. Second grade students who participated in a looping program of classroom 
organization in kindergarten and first grade will score higher on the Iowa Test 
of Basic Skills than second grade students in a control group who did not loop 




2. Second grade students who participated in a looping program of classroom 
organization in kindergarten and first grade will score higher levels of 
academic self-esteem on the Culture-Free Self-Esteem Inventory, Second 
Edition than second grade students in a control group who did not loop with 




 Classroom research done in the field is very difficult to accomplish because of the 
many variables associated with the individuality of subjects and the environment of the 
classroom, the school, and the community setting.  It is impossible to control all of these 
variables, and the researcher must acknowledge this prior to undertaking any study within 
the classroom setting.  It is important, however, to look at significant variables with 
statistical procedures to determine if educational practices have merit and can be shown 
to impact student learning, either positively or negatively.  The following limitations deal 
with some of the issues related to the control of variables found in conducting classroom 
research. 
 
1. This study provides information about the academic achievement of 
students in a public school in a suburban school district who have 
participated in a classroom environment that employed the practice of 
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looping.  Generalization beyond these type students and district cannot be 
made. 
 
2. This study provides information about the academic self-esteem of 
students in a public school in a suburban school district who have 
participated in a classroom environment that employed the practice of 
looping.  Generalization beyond these type students and district cannot be 
made. 
 
3. This study provides information about the academic achievement and 
academic self esteem of students who are primarily of the Caucasian race.  
Generalization beyond these type students and district cannot be made. 
 
4. Due to mobility of families and transfer of students to other campuses 
within the district, the sample size of students who remained in the 
experimental group of looping students for the full two years was twenty-
three.  This may limit the power of the effect size of the study. 
 
Basic Assumptions 
 It is assumed that the teachers in both the experimental looping classes and the 
control group traditional classes have followed the scope and sequence of the district 
adopted curriculum for kindergarten and first grade, as well as the Texas Essential 
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Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) for the respected grade levels.  It is further assumed that 
the instruments used to assess the variables of achievement and self-esteem have been 
administered under similar conditions using the instructions provided by the author. 
 
Definition of Terms 
 Looping is a concept that has grown out of multiage, mixed age, or multiyear 
education.  A teacher who loops with her class will decide to take her current class to the 
next grade level, so she will find a looping partner on that grade level who will drop back 
to her current level, thereby opening a spot for her to move up with her current class  
(Grant et al., 1996).  Some earlier attempts of a similar concept were sometimes referred 
to as “teacher retention.”  Due to the negative connotation of the word “retention” in 
education, this term is not popular.  Other terms, which have sometimes been used for 
this practice, are “teacher-student progression,” “two-cycle teaching,” “multiyear 
teaching,” and the “twenty-month classroom”  (Forsten et al., 1997). 
     Throughout the description of this research there are references to multiage 
practices, and a major section of the Chapter 2 literature review looks at multiage 
practices.  Therefore, the definitions of several multiage terms are included here.  
Multiage, multiyear, and mixed-age are terms that identify different aspects of multiage 
educational patterns.  These terms are often used synonymously.  Rathbone, Bingham, 
Dorta, McClaskey, and O’Keefe (1993) defined the multiage classroom as one in which 
“children of different ages and grades are intentionally placed together, where graded 
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distinctions are minimized, and teaching and learning make use of the range of 
knowledge inherent in the group” (p.ix). 
 A simple definition of multiage grouping that refers to it as putting children who 
are at least one year apart in age into the same classroom is found in many studies  
(Daniel & Terry, 1995; Katz, Evangelou, & Hartman, 1990).  Gaustad (1994) says 
mixed-age grouping and dual-year grouping are terms referring to students who are one 
year apart in age being grouped in the same classroom.  She makes the distinction that the 
terms “multiage,” “multiyear,” “family grouping,” “vertical grouping,” and “blended 
classes” all refer to age ranges of two or more years within the same classroom setting. 
Grant and Richardson (1996) define a multiage continuous progress classroom as 
“the practice of blending two or more grades, four or more chronological ages, staying 
with the same teacher for more than one year” (p. 271).  Nye (1993) indicated that 
students in a multiage classroom are expected to vary in ability, maturity, and experience.  
They will have different interests and skill levels that are not necessarily due to the 
difference in their ages, and they will have the opportunity of remaining with the same 
teacher for several years as they learn at their own developmental pace. 
 Nongraded is another term that is associated with multiage classrooms.  A simple 
definition of nongraded elementary programs is “one in which children are flexibly 
grouped according to performance level, not age, and proceed through the elementary 
school at their own rates  (Gutierrez & Slavin, 1992, p. 2).  Grant and Richardson (1996) 
define nongradedness as “a way of organizing schools so that children learn a seamless 
curriculum, on a continuous basis, at their own pace and are not artificially placed in a 
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specific grade” (p. 271).    These authors suggest “less-graded” (p. 272) is a better term 
because all multiage classrooms, as well as regular classrooms, have some elements of 
gradedness still in place. 
 One term not used in connection with the above definitions is “multigrade 
classroom.” Multiage, as well as all of its synonyms, does not acknowledge the grade 
levels of students within a classroom grouping.  In a multigrade situation, one teacher 
teaches different grades, but that teacher uses the different graded curriculum for those 
levels.  Usually, this form of grouping is done to facilitate issues of over-crowding.  It 
may also be done in schools in which there are declining enrollments.  States that have 
mandated laws regarding class size often use multigrade or combination classes  (Lodish, 
1992; Daniel & Terry, 1995; Veenman, 1995; Gorrell, 1998). 
 Most multiage, looping, and nongraded programs for young learners stress 
developmentally appropriate practices.  This means, “providing curriculum and 
instruction that address the physical, social, intellectual, emotional, and aesthetic needs of 
young learners and permits them to progress through an integrated curriculum at their 
own rate and pace”  (Daniel & Terry, 1995, p.8).  Teachers who utilize developmentally 
appropriate practices recognize that children of the same age are at a wide range of 
differing ability levels and need to be taught at their appropriate level  (Grant & 
Richardson, 1996).  The belief that a continuous progress program provides a more stable 
environment and reduces the need for retentions is a critical tenet that supports multiage 
classroom organization  (Chapman, 1999; Grant & Richardson, 1996; Rathbone et. al., 
1993). 
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 Academic achievement, for the purposes of this study, is defined as a measure of 
the learner’s progress as it relates to the effectiveness of the instructional plan (Tanner, 
2001).  The assessment of this achievement was completed after the instructional period 
of kindergarten and first grade where a looping organizational pattern was practiced. The 
assessment employed for academic achievement is routinely used with all second grade 
students in this district for the purpose of determining the learners’ levels of achievement.   
 Clemes and Bean (1980) differentiate between self-esteem and self-concept by 
identifying self-esteem as “a feeling that always expresses itself in the way people act (p. 
6).”   They state that self-esteem can be seen in children by observing what they do and 
how they do it.   These authors believe that self-concept is a theory or a set of ideas that a 
child has about himself/herself, but that may not be seen by merely observing the child.  
Other writers discuss how children with high self-esteem approach schooling and 
schoolwork.  Lawrence (1996) says  “the child with high self-esteem is likely to be 
confident in social situations and in tackling school work” (p. 7).   He believes that 
observers of these children will note their natural curiosity for learning and that they 
welcome new challenges.  Conversely, the child with low self-esteem will lack 
confidence in his/her own abilities and will not readily take risks to learn new concepts or 
chart new courses.  A more clinical definition of self-esteem states that it is “the 
individual’s evaluation of the discrepancy between self- image and ideal self.  It is an 
affective process and is a measure of the extent to which the individual cares about this 
discrepancy”  (Lawrence, 1996, p. 5).    This study dealt with the assessment of the 
subject’s academic self-esteem as measured by a scale given to the students at 
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approximately the same time as the assessment measuring academic achievement.  The 
construct definition of self-esteem, as measured by the instrument used in this study is 
“Self-esteem refers to the perception the individual possesses of his or her own worth” 
(Battle, 1992, p. 21).   This scale is not a routine measurement given by the school district 
and was used only for the purposes of this study. 
Most of these researchers have discussed the importance of young learners’ 
school environment and the importance of how they feel about their ability to do well in 
school.  The review of the literature in Chapter 2 suggests that organizational patterns do 





















REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
History 
 When the United States Department of the Interior sanctioned the concept of 
looping in schools in 1913, it was labeled  “teacher retention.”  The concept was 
encouraged as a way that the teacher-student progression in schools could be 
strengthened (Forsten et. al., 1997).  The practice had its origins in Europe with an 
Austrian educator Rudolf Steiner, who founded the Waldorf School in the early twentieth 
century.  The original Waldorf School, founded in order to educate the children of 
domestics who worked for the Waldorf Astoria cigarette factory in Stuttgart, Germany, 
and clones in Europe and America are still following his precepts today.   Steiner 
believed that one teacher should stay with the same class throughout the elementary 
grades.  This teacher would, in effect, serve as a third parent to these developing students.  
In Germany, teachers stay with the same class in primary school grades one through four 
and then work in teams of five or six teachers that follow students from grades five 
through ten in the middle schools  (Hanson 1995; Grant et al., 1996). 
 The multiage concept goes back as far as the one room school.  Many of today’s 
senior citizens, if they grew up in rural settings, can relate stories of what these schools 
were like  (Daniel & Terry, 1995; Black, 1993; Bacharach et al., 1995).  This was the 
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way schools were organized from the beginning of education in our country in the 1600s, 
until the mid nineteenth century when cities began to grow in America, and large groups 
of people moved to the cities.  Though many people could not afford private tutors for 
their children, they nevertheless wanted them to be educated.  About this time, Horace 
Mann made a visit to Prussia, where he visited several schools that he considered to be 
excellent models of learning.  All of them followed a plan of graded classrooms.  He 
referred to that as the “proper classification of scholars”  (Bacharach et al., p. 19).   
In 1848, the Quincy Grammar School opened in Boston, with students grouped 
into grade levels by age and a unique idea of each teacher in a separate room.  This was 
the beginning of graded schools in America and a pattern, sometimes referred to as age-
graded structure, that has become a way of life in our schools  (Bacharach et al., 1995; 
Anderson, 1992; Grant & Richardson, 1996).  Goodlad and Anderson, in their book The 
Non-graded Elementary School (1987), write that schools that organized for instruction, 
putting students into a class with other students born at the same time that they were 
“became not a landmark, but a shrine” (p. 204). 
 Another reason for graded schools becoming entrenched in American society 
relates to the printing of textbooks.  The first textbooks that were printed had one book 
for each grade level.  The first such books were the very popular McGuffey Readers, 
which contained five separate volumes through which students were to progress.  
Although these books did not call for or mention grade levels, they fit right into the 
graded school design  (Daniel & Terry, 1995; Bacharach et al., 1995).  While one-room 
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schools could still be found in rural America, they were considered second rate and 
necessary only because they existed in sparsely populated areas  (Bacharach et al.). 
 Compulsory attendance laws, the invention of automobiles, and the building of 
paved highways changed the face of education in rural America.  It became possible to 
transport students to a central location, and grouping them into grades of classes allowed 
teachers to become more specialized.  University and college programs began to focus on 
training teachers to teach at a certain level by organizing the curriculum into content 
areas for grade levels  (Daniel & Terry, 1995). 
 In the 1920s, John Dewey began to voice opposition to gradedness.  Dewey 
likened the organization of graded schools to a factory model.  Kasten (1998) refers to 
graded school organization as an “industrial model where the leaders are called 
superintendents as they were in factories, kids move through our schools in an assembly 
line of grade levels, and we do quality control checks for standards and uniformity that 
we call promotion (and non-promotion)”  (p. 2).  Katz et al. (1990) state that “to a large 
extent the organization of our schools seems to be based on a factory model which uses 
an assembly line to subject homogeneous materials to identical treatments in order to 
yield uniform products”  (p. 10).  The interest in non-graded school organization went 
through a resurgence in the early twentieth century but faded in the decades of the 
nineteen sixties and early nineteen seventies.  At that time, the outcry from the public was 
for a return to basics in education, which many perceived to be the graded concepts that 
they had experienced as students  (Paven, 1992).   
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Current interest in multiage practices, like looping, may be based on interests in 
developmentally appropriate teaching practices, especially in the primary grades.  Current 
research calls for flexibility in student grouping to allow young students time to process 
information and develop the skills to become problem solvers using that information  
(Daniel & Terry, 1995).  Early childhood development practices allowing students to 
develop at their own paces are widely recognized as desirable  (Bacharach et al., 1995; 
Kasten, 1998; Chase & Doan, 1994; Stegelin, 1997; Goodman, 1993; Jensen & Green, 
1993).  
 
Philosophy and Theory 
 Multiage and/or looping classrooms are almost always founded on the premise 
that a child-centered environment and curriculum with developmentally appropriate 
activities, strategies, and materials make up the classroom-learning environment  (Kuball, 
1999).  Theories of Vygotsky, Piaget, Brunner, and others form the basis of 
developmentally appropriate practices for young learners  (Gorrell, 1998; Chase & Doan, 
1994; Jensen & Green, 1993). 
 Looping is considered a part of multiage education in most of the literature.  
Important to theories and philosophies of multiage education is the concept that a wider 
age range in a classroom provides more opportunity for children to hear and pick up on 
the learning of older children, as well as providing opportunities for the older student to 
model for and mentor to the younger students.  Of course, this would not be true within a 
looping classroom unless the looping partner teachers work together on projects, as often 
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happens  (Grant et al., 1996).  Learning from “eavesdropping” on the learning of others is 
crucial to Vygotskey’s (1978) theory of the “zone of proximal development”  (p. 86).  
The zone of proximal development (ZPD) is that area within which the learner cannot act 
alone, but can act and learn from a person of greater expertise.  Sometimes called 
“scaffolding” (Brunner, 1977), this concept means that the more expert learner provides 
the intellectual structure for the novice learner.  Therefore, children in a multiage 
classroom have more opportunities for successful learning experiences, and they 
collaborate with more skilled partners  (McClellan, 1994).  Many times looping partner 
teachers structure their classrooms so that opportunities are provided for the two ages of 
students to work together in a setting that resembles multiage.  This provides learners and 
teachers with opportunities for scaffolding as defined above (Grant et al., 1996)  
The findings from multiage classroom studies tell an interesting story.  A case 
study done in the 1980s reported that teachers felt that the program where they taught the 
same students for three years, was primarily successful because of the relationships they 
were able to develop with the students and the parents  (Jacoby, 1994; Grant et al., 1996).  
These writers stated that the core of looping is relationship--teacher to student, teacher to 
parents, teacher to the curriculum and teacher to other teacher.  Looking critically at the 
organizational pattern of looping and the larger pattern of multiage, from which looping 
draws much of its structure, can show the advantages and disadvantages of these 




Research of Looping Programs 
 While some form of looping, usually on an informal basis, has been practiced for 
many years, only recently have researchers begun to take a closer look at looping 
programs separately from multiage programs.   Rudolf Steiner, mentioned earlier, began 
the practice of looping in European schools at an earlier date than the American schools 
which have practiced looping as an organizational pattern (McClellan, 1994).   Because 
American schools have not sanctioned looping to a great extent, there is not much in the 
literature about this practice.  A better understanding of looping can be gained from 
reading about various multiage practices and how they have been used in schools in 
America for the past several decades.   
Findings from some available studies are favorable. Much of the current literature 
on looping and multiyear programs cites surveys, case studies, and informal observations 
done by teachers and administrators  (Burke, 1997).  Results from one study (Burke, 
1996) in which teachers stayed with the same students for three years, showed that 70% 
of the teachers reported the continuity of the program allowed them to use more positive 
approaches to teaching; 92% said they had more in-depth knowledge of the students; 
69% said they believed their students were more willing to participate in class; and 84% 
reported more positive relationships with parents.  Reports like these have caused more 
and more schools to investigate and pilot programs that keep students and teachers 
together for more than the traditional one-year assignments  (Bellis, 1999; Black, 1993; 
Chase & Doan, 1994). 
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Through surveys on parent and student attitudes toward looping, Jankowsky 
(1996) found that these two groups had favorable attitudes and high rankings on 
personality test items related to their current program at their elementary school.  Other 
writers who report on their own personal experiences with looping cite advantages of 
having more time to cover needed concepts due to transitions being smoother from one 
year to the next, behavioral patterns and expectations not having to be reestablished each 
year, confidence of students increasing in a safe and comfortable environment, and there 
being extended-year learning opportunities over the summer break  (Jacoby, 1994; Bellis, 
1999; Harding, 1997; Chapman, 1999).  Milburn (1993) elaborated on the saving of time 
and how valuable this is to the young learner by stressing that, within the multiage 
classroom, there may be more opportunity for the teacher to remediate for students as 
well as accelerate, since students work at their own developmentally appropriate pace.  
He felt that in these classrooms curriculum can be matched to each student’s individual 
abilities, and more time can be  allowed for the students to assimilate and accommodate 
learning.  Milburn also stressed that the teacher who stays with the same group of 
students for two or more years can often “prevent fragmentation of unnecessary repetition 
of instruction”  (p. 58). 
 Many of these same writers discuss the advantages of looping in connection to 
teacher’s relationships with parents.  Harding (1997) states that she felt like a member of 
the family in many ways as parents shared more than just superficial information with 
her.  Chapman (1999) states that she felt parents are more likely to face the needs of their 
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child sooner instead of “just writing off the current school year to a ‘bad teacher’ or 
negative peer influences”  (p. 81). 
 Several authors have written about the concept of looping and students in special 
programs and/or students with special needs.  Kuball (1999) writes that the continuity 
provided by a looping format in bilingual K-2 classes is extremely favorable.  She feels 
that Spanish-speaking children need the sense of belonging and group dynamics provided 
by staying with the same teacher and same students for several years.  Many proponents 
of looping feel that the consistency and stability afforded to all students in looping 
situations proves especially beneficial to special needs students.  The other students who 
benefit include the child who needs to feel accepted because of his/her special needs, the 
child from an unstable home situation, and the child whose special needs require him/her 
to need more time to create products and grasp concepts.  All benefit from the close-knit, 
family- like atmosphere of the looping classroom  (Forsten et. al., 1997). 
 Much of the literature about looping addresses the issue of retention.  Non-graded 
primary programs like multiage and looping may be one way to provide students the 
skills and knowledge they need for early school success.  These programs benefit at-risk 
learners  (Slavin, Karweit, & Wasik, 1992; Slavin & Madden, 1989).  While most of the 
research on retention does not favor the practice, looping proponents do not guarantee 
that students in these programs will never need to be retained.  Local district and state 
policies on retention must be considered.  Proponents of looping and multiage grouping 
practices recommend looking at all other options first. School administrators must be sure 
that there are not other reasons such as a learning disability, emotional disturbance or 
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behavior disorder, family history, conditions in the home, poor school attendance 
patterns, and linguistic differences that are causing the need for retention.  Many times 
the continuity, consistency, and stability of the looping program can assist in making up 
for some of these factors, and a child will make gains that make retention unnecessary  
(Grant et al., 1996). 
 Referral of students to special education programs is another issue that proponents 
of looping often cite as a favorable aspect of the practice.  The teacher who stays with a 
child for more than one year has more time with that student to analyze his/her learning 
needs and styles.  More effective reteaching and productive individual tutoring could 
result from the continuity of the teacher/student relationship in a looping class.  Use of 
alternative strategies to help a student grasp a concept may result in higher academic 
achievement and more opportunities to perform on grade level and not fall behind.  
(Reynolds, Barnhart, & Martin, 1999). 
 A few researchers have studied the achievement gains of students in looping 
classes.  In 1996, students in Attleboro, Massachusetts, scored significant gains on the 
Massachusetts state tests.  In part, the assistant superintendent credited two-year 
assignments of students to the same teacher for this gain.  At that time, the Attleboro 
schools claimed to be the only school district in the USA practicing one hundred percent, 
two-year assignments of teachers and students from top to bottom  (Forsten et al., 1997).  
 Yang (1997) looked at mean scores of students on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
(ITBS) (2001 by The University of Iowa and Riverside Publishing, Itasca, Illinois) and 
several other language measures in one California district.  He studied scores of students 
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in second and fourth grades in the second year of a looping assignment.  In general, 
looping students outperformed non-looping students, although on a test for Spanish 
language students in math computation at the fifth grade level, non- loopers scored higher.  
Yang did not feel that this was significant to the overall findings of the study.  In both 
Yang’s study and the Attleboro school district report, the researche rs and school 
administrators cautioned that solely crediting the looping program with these results 
would not be wise due to the fact that generalizing to another population is often risky 
with classroom research (Yang, 1997; Forsten et al., 1997). 
 Also published in 1997 (Hampton, Mumford & Bond) were reports of a program 
in East Cleveland, Ohio called Project FAST (Families Are Students and Teachers).  The 
extensive program, which began in 1993 was conducted by the public schools, Cleveland 
State University, and The Cleveland Foundation with a goal of bringing academic 
stability to the lives of students in a severely economically depressed community.  The 
program was more than just multiyear assignment of students to the same teacher.  It was 
a year-round interaction program with students, teachers and family members of the 
students participating in academic activities and more.  The students stayed with the 
teachers from kindergarten through the second grade.  The statistical analysis reported 
was loosely structured, but the gains were highly significant for the student in overall 
academic growth on a comprehensive test of basic skills used in that district to measure 
student learning.  Project FAST students outperformed their peers in their buildings, their 
peers throughout the district and even did better when compared to scores of former 
students of those same teachers and their own siblings who had gone to school in this 
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same building.  A huge component of this program dealt with training of teachers and 
parents and increased parent involvement with their children and the teachers.  It was for 
this reason that the researchers looked at former students of these same teachers and 
siblings of these project FAST students.  They were trying to determine that the 
comprehensiveness of the program was making the difference in student achievement  
(Hampton et al.).  
  Skinner (1998) looked at students in a second grade looping program that had 
been with the same teachers since first grade and determined that while reading and math 
skills showed no specific gains, language arts skills like writing and spelling were 
significantly higher for these looping students.  Skinner felt that this might possibly be 
due to teacher styles. She suggested, “teachers who choose to loop may have a teaching 
style more conducive to the affective nature of language arts” (1998, p. 128).  This author 
also suggested that the students may feel more confident in writing and taking risks as 
young writers due to the aspect of familiarity with the teacher in a second year of 
looping.  A final observation related to this finding was that students in a looping 
classroom often have more opportunities to write.  Skinner found all of these factors to be 
related to positive aspects of looping.  
 
Research of Multiage/Nongraded Programs 
 The traditional grouping or structure for students in public schools in the United 
States is a graded organization based on age of pupils.  Many research studies have 
looked at the idea of determining the best method of organization for schools. Looping, a 
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non-traditional organization pattern was the subject of the current study.  Looping grew 
out of multiage practices.  As there is such a small volume of research available 
concerning looping practices, there was a need to look at multiage practices to be sure 
there is a full understanding of how non-traditional organizational patterns have been 
used in public schools in America.  There are three major research documents that survey 
the body of studies done on multiage and nongraded programs since the late sixties. 
 The first of these reviews, a survey of the research on nongradedness done over 
twenty years ago by Barbara Nelson Paven (1992) has been updated.  In the most recent 
study she added sixty-four more documents of research.  She found that in terms of 
academic achievement, there were no substantial findings showing favorable results in 
graded programs when those programs are compared to nongraded programs.  A great 
deal of the research is favorable to nongradedness.  There are studies that show a 
nongraded approach benefits boys, black students, underachievers, and students from 
lower socioeconomic groups.  (Anderson, 1993; Pavan, 1992). 
 The sixty-four studies that Pavan (1992 in press-b) looked at met the following 
criteria:  1) comparison of students using standardized tests or a pre-test/post-test method; 
2) United States or Canadian schools; 3) no single subject plans were considered as all 
were nongraded in all subject areas; 4) schools in the studies had to have more than one 
single nongraded classroom; 5) publication dates for the studies fell between January, 
1968, and December, 1990; and, 6) the three research variables reviewed were overall 
academic achievement, mental health, and achievement for a variety of at-risk 
populations. 
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 Of these sixty-four studies, fifty-seven of them looked at the variable of academic 
achievement.  Of those, 91% found that the nongraded groups performed better than or as 
well as the graded groups.  In 9% of these studies, the graded students did better than the 
nongraded students in areas of academic achievement, on mental health measures, and 
attitudes toward school.  Fifty-two percent (52%) of these studies found these measures 
similar in graded and nongraded programs.  Five percent (5%) found students in graded 
schools to be mentally healthier and to be more positive in attitude than students in 
nongraded programs. 
 The studies in Paven’s (1992 in press-b) review looked at the following at-risk 
populations:  black students; underachievers; low socioeconomic families; and boys 
(because they often lag developmentally behind girls as young learners).  All of these 
groups scored higher on achievement tests measures in nongraded schools, except one 
study of boys that showed just the opposite.  One study showed that black students in 
nongraded programs did not do as well as black students in graded programs.  All studies 
showed underachievers did better in nongraded programs.  Pavan (1992 in press-b) 
concluded that these sixty-four studies clearly support nongraded programs.   
 Gutierrez and Slavin (1992) reviewed research of the achievement effects of the 
nongraded school.  These authors suggest that Paven’s study of research is limited 
because she did not look at the degree of nongradedness of the programs that she 
reviewed.  Gutierrez’ and Slavin’s used best-evidence synthesis as their primary review 
method.  Best-evidence synthesis combines elements of meta-analysis with narrative 
reviews.  It “requires locating all research on a given topic, establishing well-specified 
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criteria of methodological adequacy and germaneness to the topic, and then reviewing 
this 'best-evidence’ with attention to the substantive and methodological contributions of 
each study”  (p. 14).  Studies included in this review met the following criteria:  1) an 
objective measure of achievement; 2) random assignment of subjects with matching of 
schools or classes; and 3) a nongraded program that lasted at least a semester.  The 
categories included, one-subject nongraded programs, comprehensive multiple subject 
programs, nongraded individualized instruction programs, programs using a set and rigid 
individualized program, and studies which contained elements of nongradedness but were 
done with little or no specific evidence of this other than just the title of nongraded.  In 
all, the review looked at forty-eight studies. 
 The most obvious finding of this best-evidence synthesis of research, some of 
which was done twenty to twenty-five years ago, was that the category of a nongraded 
program is significant to positive achievement gains.  As educators look at similar 
programs today, what Gutierrez & Slavin (1992) suggest about these program 
components and/or categories are highly significant.  The programs in which students 
learned from packets and stations in a more individualized setting did not produce 
achievement gains as positive as those in which students had interaction with teachers 
and peers.  This supports the theories of Vygotsky (1978) and Brunner (1977) on the zone 
of proximal development and scaffolding new learning off the learning of others. 
 Many of the research reviews of nongraded, multiage programs were conducted 
prior to 1990.  A more current body of research is the School Success Study in 
Tennessee.  This study covers the years of 1993-1999 (Nye, Cain, Zaharias, Tollett & 
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Fulton, 1995).  In this study, no significant academic gains were shown by students in 
grades 1-4 on state assessment measures in multiage classrooms versus single grade 
classrooms.   
Veenman (1995) also conducted research reviews using best evidence synthesis 
methods.  He reviewed studies that researched cognitive and noncognitive effects of 
multigrade and multiage classes. He divided his work into two categories, multigrade and 
multiage.  Multigrade organization is primarily done as a matter of convenience in 
schools if they have too many or too few students on a particular grade level.  The 
students in a multigrade classroom function as if they were in a single grade classroom 
strictly following the curriculum for their grade level even though there is another grade 
within the walls of their classroom.  In the multiage category students of two or more 
grades are in the same classroom and the curriculum is a seamless blended one that meets 
the individual needs of the learner. 
 In the section of his research devoted to multiage versus single-age classes, 
Veenman (1995) looked at eleven studies.  Only two of these were judged to have been 
conducted showing evidence of matching of the experimental and control groups.  In a 
school in Georgia, the study looked at first through third graders in multiage classes, 
comparing them with first through third graders in single age classrooms.  All classes 
used the same curriculum.  Researchers found no significant gains for second and third 
graders in reading and math scores in either organizational group.  However, the 
youngest students in multiage classrooms showed significant differences in achievement 
for other content areas.   
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 The second of these experimentally-sound programs in this review looked at fifth 
grade students in Missouri.  In a school in which students were accepted by application 
only and in which a local university supplied interns and teachers to the school, multiage 
students showed significant gains in achievement over the students in a traditional public 
school setting in the same community.  The rest of the nine studies in this review used 
less rigorous research designs and controls and dealt with middle school age students.   
 Milburn (1993) looked at two schools for a period of five years.  The 
experimental school used multiage organization in five classes.  The control school 
followed traditional single grade class assignment and used traditional graded curriculum.  
Other characteristics, such as school size, socioeconomic, and similar demographics, 
were constant.  Parent involvement was fairly equal in both schools, as were the number 
of discipline referrals.  Student’s scores on a standardized reading and math test were 
compared to determine academic achievement differences.  Results showed few 
achievement differences other than that multiage students consistently scored higher on 
vocabulary.  The most significant find of Milburn’s study was in terms of self-concept 
and attitude toward school.  These two factors proved to always rank higher and more 
positive for all age groups in the experimental multiage classes. 
In the state of Kentucky, multiage classes in grades K-3 were mandated as a part 
of 1990 Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) (Osin & Lesgold, 1996).  The earliest 
reports of the successes of these programs revealed that students in fourth grade who 
have been in multiage programs showed more rapid gains in test scores than students in 
eighth and twelfth grades.  Many other reform measures, such as new statewide testing 
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programs and factors related to children’s academic growth, such as parent opposition to 




 Gutierrez & Slavin (1992) stated that their review of forty-eight studies gave 
significant evidence to educators in the nineties so that mistakes of former nongraded 
programs were not repeated.  Unlike Pavan (1992), these authors feel that nongraded 
programs of the fifties, sixties, and seventies failed to show conclusive positive 
achievement gains.  They feel the significance of their research review lies in pointing the 
way for a new type of nongradedness in the nineties and into the next century.  Research 
is needed that looks at how students in today’s multiage and multi-year assignment 
classes perform (Black, 1993; Gutierrez & Slavin, 1992).  Teachers of young children in 
multiage classrooms today use developmentally appropriate practices that are appropriate 
both to the age of the child and to the unique characteristics of the individual learner.  
Some of these practices, such as cooperative learning, flexible grouping, pair-shares, and 
peer teaching, are all instructional strategies that teachers use routinely in their 
classrooms. Teachers are using more integrated thematic approaches to learning with 
their students.  There is a need to determine if these current instructional strategies result 
in greater achievement gains when multiage and related programs such as looping are 
compared with more traditional single grade classrooms that follow a graded 











 The population for this study consists of students who were second graders at the 
time of data collection.  Students in this study attended a public elementary school in a 
district that is a suburb of a large metropolitan area in north central Texas.  They attended 
kindergarten and first grade at the same school in the district, and the students in the 
experimental group of the study were in two classes that looped for those two years.  The 
students in the control group had one teacher for kindergarten and then another teacher 
for first grade.  The population for this study consisted of students who were second 
graders at the time of data collection. 
The kindergarten year for all students in the study was the school year 1999-2000, 
and the first grade year for all students in the study was the school year 2000-2001.  At 
the beginning of these two years, the student population in the district was approximately 
5,554, and by May of 2001 the student population had grown to 7,234.  The district 
experienced rapid growth during this time period.   
  The ethnic population of the district in May of 2000 included 5.2% African 
Americans, 14.4% Hispanic, 77.3% White, 2.4% Asian/Pacific Islander, and .7% 
Native American.  By May of 2001 these numbers had changed to 6.4% African 
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 Americans, 13.5% Hispanic, 76.3% White, 3.2% Asian/Pacific Islander, and .6% Native 
American.  The economically disadvantaged comprised 12.9% of the student population 
in the district in 2000 and dropped to 9.6% in 2001  (Academic Excellence Indicator 
System, AEIS Report, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001).  These numbers are considerably 
different from the state averages for ethnic groups and economically disadvantaged 
groups, and therefore, are also a limitation of the study.  The AEIS Report that came out 
in January of 2002 shows that there were 14.4 % African Americans, 40.6% Hispanics, 
42% White, 2.7% Asian/Pacific Islander and .3% Native American students in the state 
of Texas during the 2000-2001 school year.  Economically disadvantaged students made 
up 49.3% of the total student population in the state during that same school year  
(Academic Excellence Indicator System, AEIS Report 2000-2001).  Chapter 5 contains 
suggestions for addressing this limitation and researching organizational patterns of 
schools with different populations. 
The school district has one high school that moved up to the state University 
Interscholastic League classification of 4A at the beginning of the 2000-2001 school 
year. This classification is used by the state education agency to denote sizes of school 
districts.   At that same time, the district opened a second middle school and a sixth 
elementary school.   During the 1999-2000 school year, the district employed 451 
professional teachers with 379 of those being classroom teachers.  All teachers were 
certified with 77% holding bachelors’ degrees and 22% holding masters’ degrees.   The 
average years of experience of the teachers was approximately 8.95 years  (Academic 
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 Excellence Indicator System, AEIS Report 1999-2000).   2000-2001 AEIS Report shows 
that the district employed 599.5 professional staff with 507 of those being classroom 
teachers.  Again, all teachers were certified and the percentages of bachelors’ and 
masters’ degrees held by these teachers were approximately the same as the previous 
year.  The average years of experience of the teachers in the district for the 2000-2001 
school year was 8.4 years.  (Academic Excellence Indicator System, AEIS Report 2000-
2001). 
 The total budget for the district in 1999-2000 was $38.4 million with a per-pupil 
expenditure of  $4,750.  The major source of revenue for the district is property taxes on 
both personal property and commercial property (Academic Excellence Indicator System, 
AEIS Report, 1999-2000).  In August of 2000 a major regional shopping mall and retail 
center opened in the southern section of the district.  During the 2000-2001 school year 
the total budget rose to $51 million with a per-pupil expenditure of  $7,089 (Academic 
Excellence Indicator System, AEIS Report, 2000-2001). 
 The students selected for this study attended the same elementary school in this 
district during the two academic years of the study.  This school opened in August of the 
1997-1998 school year.  At the end of  the 1999-2000 school year, the student population 
of the school was 713.  It was 655 at the end of the2000-2001  school year (Academic 
Excellence Indicator System, AEIS Report, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001).  There were six 
sections of kindergarten and six sections of first grade during both of these years.  Of the 
six sections in each of these grade levels, two were looping sections.  Redrawn 
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attendance zones at the end of the 1999-2000 school year meant that not all of the 
students who began kindergarten in the looping classes remained at this school for the 
2000-2001 school year.  The students who were moved to a different school for their first 
grade year were not included in the study.  As the district’s only school with a looping 
program, it was selected for this study to give district personnel more knowledge of the 
advantages and effects of looping practices. 
 All teachers at the school meet as horizontal grade-level teams to plan lessons, 
and all use similar teaching strategies within their grade levels.  These strategies include 
guided reading instruction, reader/writer workshop strategies, hands-on math instruction 
using problem solving strategies, and best-practices strategies of small group instruction 
wherever possible, with the goal of providing instruction that is developmentally 
appropriate for the age of the learners involved.  Students were randomly placed in 
kindergarten classes although parents were consulted about whether they wanted their 
child to be in a class where they would loop to first grade with the same teacher.  If a 
parent had objections to this practice, then another child was randomly selected from the 
group of enrolling kindergarten students.  Also, at the end of the kindergarten year, 
parents had the option of taking their child out of the looping program if they wished.  
Only one parent chose to do this.  This decision was not based on objections to the 
looping program, but rather that the student had some extenuating circumstances in his 
life at the time.   
The school offers education in regular heterogeneously grouped classes, special 
education classes that are resource and/or content mastery as well as speech- language 
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therapy, gifted and talented cluster classrooms, and students who have been identified as 
dyslexic.  The numbers of students in the school that qualified for each of these programs 
during the two school years for the duration of the study are shown in Table 1. 
Table 1:  Program Enrollment of School X during 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 school 
years  (Academic Excellence Indicator System, AEIS Report, 1999-2000). 











1999-2000 73 17 26 15 
2000-2001 68 15 28 14 
 
Kindergarten students are not identified for gifted and talented clusters (GT) until 
the end of the year.  If they qualify, they are placed in a first grade cluster class.  
However, to protect the integrity of the looping program, a student who was identified for 
this program was not moved from the looping teacher’s class.  Both first grade teachers in 
the looping program have thirty-plus hours of training in gifted strategies and meet the 
district qualifications to be a GT cluster teacher.   
Since many of the indicators of dyslexia are developmental in nature, students are 




recommended that screening for dyslexia not take place until the second semester of 
second grade.  
Many kindergarten and first grade students do meet the criteria for speech-
language therapy.  If a student has articulation problems of any of the sounds of the 
English language and is considered to be older than the chronological age at which these 
problems should be developmentally corrected, then he/she may be served by the speech 
therapist for articulation difficulties.  If testers determine that a student has a deficiency 
with expressive or receptive language, this problem is also addressed by the speech 
therapist.  Several students who were chosen for either the experimental or control group 
attended speech- language therapy classes during the study.  The average time of 
instruction in this program for students at this age is sixty minutes a week, usually 
occurring in two thirty-minute sessions. 
No student in either the control group or the experimental group on the designated 
campus was determined to meet eligibility criteria tha t qualify students for Special 
Education Services, except for the category of speech therapy as described above.  
Testing of this nature is not done until a student can be said to be performing at least one 
grade level behind his current grade level.  
The ethnic make-up of the experimental/control groups was similar to that of the 
rest of the school.  Table 2 presents the numbers in all sub groups for both the control and 
the experimental groups in this study. 
  
 38
Table 2:  Ethnic Distribution Percentages of School District, Experimental Group and 
Control Group  
 African 
Americans 


















0 1 24 0 0 
Control  
Group 




Data for this study included results from two instruments:  the Culture-Free Self-
Esteem Inventories Second Edition (CFSEI-2) (1992 by PRO-ED, Austin, Texas) for 
children, form A by James Battle (Battle, 1992) and the Iowa Test of Basic Skills form A, 
level 7, (2001 by The University of Iowa and Riverside Publishing, Itasca, Illinois) 
developed at the University of Iowa (Hoover, Hieronymus, Frisbie & Dunbar, 1996).  
The CFSEI-2 form A consists of sixty items and includes five subtests:  1) general self-
esteem (20 items); 2) social/peer-related self-esteem (10 items); 3) academic/school-
related self-esteem (10 items); 4) parental/home-related self-esteem (10 items); and 5) lie 
subtest (items that indicate defensiveness) (10 items).  Of primary concern to this study 
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were the ten items that relate to academic/school-related self-esteem.  The same 
administrator administered the test to students in both the control and experimental 
groups. 
The CFSEI-2 for children was standardized on boys and girls in the United States 
and Canada in Grades 2 through 9.  It can be administered to groups of students in 15 to 
20 minutes.  The items in the instrument are divided into two groups; those that indicate 
high self-esteem and those that indicate low self-esteem.  Responses are of the forced-
choice variety in which the individual checks each item either yes or no (Battle, 1992). 
The author’s motivation for developing this test was to give school psychologists’ 
an instrument to determine why students of various intellectual abilities were not learning 
at their best and not achieving at their highest potential.  In the 1970s there were limited 
instruments that would “assess the affective domain—that is, the emotional needs—of 
students.”  (Battle, 1992).  Battle developed a series of inventories while seeking a 
reliable instrument to show how students regard themselves.  He conducted more than 60 
studies over a 14-year period resulting in publication of the first edition of CFSEI-1 in 
1981.  Then in 1992 the second edition was published in an effort to be sure that the 
items were indeed remaining culture-free and not biased to any group of students.  
Reliability of form A was established with test-retest procedures.  The correlations for the 
total inventory ranged from .81 to .89 and for the academic self-esteem subtest  the 
correlation was .50. 
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The total possible score for form A is 50, with a total possible lie scale of 10.  In 
addition to the total score, a separate score for each subtest may be calculated, and for the 
purpose of this study a separate score for academic self-esteem was used.   
The construct definition of self-esteem, as measured by this instrument is “Self-
esteem refers to the perception the individual possesses of his or her own worth. ”  (Battle, 
1992, p. 21)  An individual’s perception of self develops gradually and becomes more 
differentiated as he/she matures.  However, once established, this self-esteem value 
seems to be fairly stable and resistant to change (Battle, 1990). 
This school district in which this study occurred uses the form A, level 7 of the 
Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) to identify students’ areas of relative strength and 
weakness in core subject areas.   The form of the test that is given includes the eight core 
battery tests, which are vocabulary, word analysis, reading, listening, language (spelling 
is included here), math concepts, math problems, and math computation.  Questions are 
presented orally except for the vocabulary and reading tests.  All questions are in a 
multiple-choice format and have three or four options each.  Students mark their answers 
by filling in a small circle in the machine-scorable booklets.  Scores are reported in raw 
score, percent correct, and grade equivalent forms to the district.  The new edition of the 
Iowa Tests, form A was published in December of 2000.  The authors of the test describe 
it as, “designed to measure the broadest range of skills possible in a norm-referenced 
achievement test….providing in-depth assessment of the important objectives in a 
comprehensive instructional program”  (Hoover et al., 2001, p. 2). 
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Table 3 lists reliability data for the ITBS, form A, level 7 standard scores based 
on the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (K-R 20) procedures. 






Error of Mes. 
K-R 20 
Core Total with 
Computation 
151.08 12.19 2.32 .959 
 
(Data given here is only for the core battery scores, which were used for this study) 
 
Research Design 
Random selection of students from the total school population was not possible 
for this study because only one school within the district practices looping and the rapid 
growth in the district has made movement of students between schools a consistent 
pattern for each school year.  Students are moved from one campus to another as new 
campuses are opened based on the location of the residence of the student.  The district 
has opened at least one campus a year for the past three school years.  Several students 
who began the kindergarten year in the looping class were moved to another campus 
before the end of the study.  Chapter 5 addresses issues related to this limitation in a 
discussion for future studies of organizational patterns within schools. 
Students in the experimental and the control group were matched on two 
variables. The first of these variables was their scores on the Boehm-R Test of Basic 
Concepts, (1986 by The Psychological Corporation, New York, New York).  This test 
is given each year to all beginning kindergarten students.  The other variable used for 
matching was gender.  The Boehm-R scores were used in an attempt to ensure that all 
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students in the study fell within a certain range of prior-school knowledge.  “The Boehm 
Test of Basic Concepts – Revised (Boehm-R) is designed to assess children's mastery of 
the basic concepts that are both fundamental to understanding verbal instruction and 
essential for early school achievement”  (Boehm, 1986, p. 1).   
The classroom teacher reads the test aloud to students in classes that were divided 
into two groups for management of administration purposes.  The purpose of giving the 
test to kindergartners during the first two to three weeks of school is to determine the 
unique body of knowledge and set of understandings that each child has of certain 
relational concepts.  Examples of the basic relational concepts measured by this test are 
more-less, first-last, and same-different.  The concepts on the test are a subset of concepts 
that children use to make decisions about persons, objects and situations as pictured in 
the test booklet.    The concepts targeted by the Boehm-R also involve judgments that can 
be made across the contexts of space, quantity, and time.  These concepts become 
increasingly more complex in their levels of abstraction as the test proceeds, and 
therefore, they are essential to children’s ability to think and reason.  Matching students 
for this study by their test results meant that the students in the matched pairs were at 
similar levels of knowledge on basic concepts at the time that they entered the 
kindergarten program in this elementary school.  For this study the scores in raw score 
form were used to match subjects of the same gender in the control and experimental 
groups within a range of plus or minus two points. 
A raw score was determined for each child and recorded on a class record by the 
teacher.  The school counselor kept these data in her office and shared the results with 
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parents in a conference held at the end of the first grading period.  Not entered on the 
students’ cumulative record folders, test results give the classroom teacher an indication 
of how much knowledge the student has upon entering  school.  It is one of several tools 
that the teacher uses to determine the level at which to begin each student’s instruction. 
There were forty-six students in the study; twenty-three in each group.  Twenty of 
the subjects were male and twenty-six were female.   Students in the control group had 
one teacher in kindergarten and a different teacher in first grade.  All were enrolled in this 
elementary school for their entire educational program for these two grades.  Whether 
they were teaching in the looping program or in the regular organizational program, the 
entire team of kindergarten teachers met weekly to plan lessons, used the same district 
approved curriculum and materials, and received the same district training. This was also 
true of the entire team of first grade teachers.   
 
Treatment of Data 
ITBS scores for second grade students were reported to the district in several 
forms including a composite score for each of the core areas of math, reading and 
language.  Academic achievement for the subjects in this study was determined by the 
composite scores of the core battery tests described above. Standard scores are used 
rather than raw scores, as raw scores tend to give greater weight to the tests in the battery 
with the most questions.  Standard scores assure that all tests have the same weight  
(Hoover et al., 2001).   
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To arrive at a score for the self-esteem variable, only scores on the subtest 
inventory for academic self-esteem of the CFSEI-2 were used, because the ten questions 
in this sub-test deal specifically with student’s perceptions of their ability to succeed 
academically  (Battle, 1992).    
The statistical technique for comparing scores and determining significance on the 
variables was multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).  The use of MANOVA 
allowed the researcher to evaluate mean differences on two or more dependent criterion 
variable simultaneously.  MANOVA was chosen for this study because the study consists 
of an experimental design with two groups of students who received instruction during 
the first two years of their academic life in two different organizational patterns within 
the same school.  The researcher was interested in whether or not the experimental 
organizational pattern of looping showed that students received gains on two variables, 
academic achievement and academic self-esteem.  MANOVA allowed the researcher to 
look at the two-dimensional data simultaneously and therefore, by examining both 
variables together, provide a more powerful test than doing separate analysis of variance 
or ANOVA (Bray & Maxwell, 1985).  This statistical procedure also allowed the 
researcher to control for the differences in teachers and teacher styles, since subjects in 
the control group came from a pool of students who had four different teachers in 

















 In this chapter, a summary of the research method and analysis of the resulting 
data are described.  The purpose of this study was to determine if there were significant 
differences in the variables of self-esteem and academic achievement between an 
experimental group of students who participated in looping as an organizational pattern in 
kindergarten and first grade, and a control group of students who had different teachers 
for kindergarten and first grade.  The problem of the study deals with whether or not 
students who loop have advantages over students who do not loop, and if these 
advantages can be measured in a quantitative study using data collection instruments and 
inferential statistics.   Data were collected from these two groups of students on each 
variable during the fall semester of their second grade year.   
 Student academic success was measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, form A, 
level 7 core battery (ITBS), (2001 by The University of Iowa and Riverside Pub lishing, 
Itasca, Illinois), which includes eight separate tests on vocabulary, word analysis, 
reading, listening, language, math concepts and math computation.  Student academic 
self-esteem was measured using the Culture-Free Self-Esteem Inventories Second Edition 
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(CFSEI-2) (1992 by PRO-ED, Austin, Texas) for children, form A.  For the purpose of 
this study, the academic/school-related self-esteem items subtest was used.   
 All subjects in both the experimental and the control groups attended kindergarten 
and first grade on the same campus.  All students in the experimental group were in one 
of two different classrooms and stayed with that teacher for both of the academic years of 
the study.  The students in these classes were randomly assigned to the class when the 
counselor made up the class lists prior to the beginning of the kindergarten school year 
1999-2000. Parents were consulted about whether they wanted their child to be in a class 
where they would loop to first grade with the same teacher.  If a parent had objections to 
this placement, then another child was randomly selected from the group of enrolling 
kindergarten students.  Also, at the end of the kindergarten year, parents had the option of 
taking their child out of the looping program if they wished.  One parent felt that her son 
needed to repeat the kindergarten year and that doing so within the loop might make him 
feel different or make him lose self-esteem.  The teacher and principal concurred with 
her, and the student was withdrawn from the looping class and placed into another 
regular kindergarten class for the following year.  Many parents, when seeking 
consultation about looping, were given current literature to read about the practice of 
looping in order to assist them in understanding the process and the perceived benefits of 
the program. 
Control group students had different teachers for each of their kindergarten and 
first grade years.  Since random selection of subjects was not possible in this study, a 
matching process was used to select the students for the control group.  In order to assure 
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that students in each group were at a similar developmental stage when they entered 
kindergarten, they were matched on the criteria of gender and each student’s score on the 
Boehm-R Test of Basic Concepts (1986 by The Psychological Corporation, New York, 
New York) that was given at the beginning of the kindergarten school year.  This test is 
designed to assess whether students have understanding and mastery of basic concepts 
that are necessary for the understanding of verbal instructions and that are considered to 
be essential for early school achievement.  It is given to kindergarten students during the 
first two weeks of school in this district as a diagnostic assessment of the student’s 
knowledge of certain relational concepts.  Examples of these concepts would be  more-
less, first –last, and same-different  (Boehm, 1986).  The scores from the Boehm-R test 
were used in an attempt to ensure that all students in the study fell within a certain range 
of prior-school knowledge.   
Achievement and maturation levels for young learners often are different for boys 
and girls during early learning years.  Some researchers have found that girls out-pace 
boys in reading and boys understand and grasp mathematical concepts quicker than girls  
(Relative Reading Achievement, 2002).  In the current study, matching the students 
selected for the study by gender was used as a control factor for these differences.  There 
were a total of forty-six students whose parents gave permission for them to be included 
in the study, with twenty-three in each of the respective groups—experimental and 
control.  A more detailed description of the population, instrumentation, and research 
design can be found in Chapter 3 of this research report. 
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Presentation of the Data 
Research hypothesis one stated that second grade students who participated in a 
looping program of classroom organization in kindergarten and first grade would score 
higher on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) than second grade students in a control 
group who did not loop with their teacher, but rather had two different teachers for 
kindergarten and first grade.  The null hypothesis for this was that there is no difference 
in ITBS scores for second grade students who participated in a looping program of 
classroom organization in kindergarten and first grade, and second grade students who 
did not loop, but rather had two different teachers for kindergarten and first grade.   
 Research hypothesis two stated that second grade students who participated in a 
looping program of classroom organization in kindergarten and first grade would have 
higher levels of academic self-esteem as measured by the Culture-Free Self-Esteem 
Inventory than second grade students in a control group who did not loop with their 
teacher, but rather had two different teachers for kindergarten and first grade.   The null 
hypothesis for research hypothesis two was that there is no difference in academic self-
esteem scores for second grade students who participated in a looping program of 
classroom organization in kindergarten and first grade, and second grade students who 
did not loop, but rather had two different teachers for kindergarten and first grade.  Table 
4 presents the descriptive statistics for the data collected by both instruments of 




Table 4: Descriptive Statistics, Means and Standard Deviations for the Study 
GROUP Mean         Std. Deviation        N 
Self-Esteem                        Experimental 
                                            Control 
                                     Total 
   8.8696              1.2175          23 
   8.4348              2.2121          23 
   8.6522              1.7791          46   
Academic Achievement      Experimental 
                                             Control 
                                      Total 
166.6957              9.8462         23 
168.3913              9.5143         23 
167.5435              9.6118         46 
 
The statistical technique used to test the hypotheses was multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA). This analysis was conducted using The Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS).  An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests.   Use of 
MANOVA allows the researcher to evaluate mean differences on two or more dependent 
criterion variables simultaneously.  Simultaneous comparison is important because it 
shows if there is interaction between these two criterion variables of academic self-
esteem and academic achievement and usually offers more complete analysis than 
considering each dependent variable separately.  MANOVA is a two-step process with 
the first step being to test the null hypotheses of no differences in the means for the 
different groups.  If this test is significant, then a follow-up test to explain group 
differences is conducted.   
When using inferential statistic techniques, it is important to discuss the 
robustness of the technique and to examine whether the required mathematical 
assumptions are met by the design of the study.  Bray and Maxwell (1985) have clarified 
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that while this is an important consideration, “in practice it is unlikely that all of the 
assumptions will be met precisely” (p.33).  The first two assumptions of MANOVA are 
that subjects will be randomly selected from the population and that observations are 
statistically independent of one another.  The first of these assumptions, random 
assignment of subjects, was not met as explained by the discussion above regarding  the 
classroom assignment process used on this campus and the use of the matching process 
for the selection of students in the control group.  Bray & Maxwell (1985) state that 
MANOVA is not robust to violations of these first two assumptions and that violating 
them  “does not usually invalidate the results”  (p.33).   
The next two assumptions of MANOVA deal with the covariance of the matrices.  
These two assumptions state that the dependent variables have a multivariate normal 
distribution within each group and that the correlation between any two dependent 
variables must be the same in all k groups  (Bray & Maxwell, 1985).  These authors go on 
to state that  “Departures from multivariate normality generally have only very slight 
effects on the Type I error rates”  (Bray & Maxwell, p.33), and in this study the use of 
equal n’s and the matching of subjects (as described in Chapter 3) were features of the 
research that attempt to cancel out the fact that these assumptions were not met.  
According to Bray & Maxwell (1985), when sample sizes are equal, all of the test 
statistics tend to be robust.  
For this study, the SPSS MANOVA results of  Λ (2, 43) = .967, F = .724, p < .49 
show that there was no significant difference in academic achievement or in academic 
self-esteem for students who looped and students who did not loop.  The null hypothesis 
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was not rejected. The effect size or partial Eta Squared was .033, which showed that the 
independent variable of looping accounts for 3% of the variation. Table 5 gives all of the 
MANOVA data in numerical form. 
Table 5:  MANOVA Results: 
 








Grouping:   Wilks’ Lambda  















 Since the significance level did not meet the criterion level of .05, the null 
hypothesis could not be rejected.   When no significance is found in the first step of the 
MANOVA, it is not appropriate to test for group differences.  Thus, there were no post-
hoc tests conducted for between-subjects effects.   
 The problem of this study was to determine if there were advantages that could be 
measured by achievement tests and self-esteem inventories for students who participated 
in a looping organizational pattern in kindergarten and first grade.  The purpose of the 
study was to determine if academic achievement and academic self-esteem could be 
linked to the non-traditional organizational pattern of looping in kindergarten and first 
grade classes. 
 In summary, the goal of looping in this school district was to provide a stable 
classroom environment that would enhance and advance the academic and emotional 
development of students.  The teachers and administrators in the school had conducted 
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informal studies, but they had not used quantitative statistical techniques to study the 
effects of the program.  The results of the data collection and the statistical analysis did  
not show significant gains on either the ITBS achievement test or on the CFSEI-2 self-
esteem inventory.  Chapter 5 provides a detailed discussion of the findings and how they 













































 This study investigated the effects of the organizational pattern of looping on the 
academic achievement and academic self-esteem of students in a public elementary 
school environment.  The forty-six total students in the study were in two groups.  The 
experimental group of twenty-three students had the same teacher in kindergarten and 
first grade in a looping pattern that was instigated by the school in order to provide a 
more stable and consistent learning environment for students as they began their school 
life.  The control group of twenty-three students was on the same public school campus, 
but they were in classrooms that followed a more traditional organizational pattern of 
having separate teachers for each grade level.  The study compared data collected on 
these students in the fall semester of their second grade year on the Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills (ITBS) (2001 by The University of Iowa and Riverside Publishing, Itasca, 
Illinois) and the Culture-Free Self-Esteem Inventory-2 (CFSEI-2) (1992 by PRO-ED, 
Austin, Texas).   
Summary of Findings 
 
 Raw score data on the CFSEI-2 was used for all of the students in the study, and 
standard score data on the ITBS was used for all subjects.  For data analysis, a 
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multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was run using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (SPSS) with an alpha level of .05.  
 Statistical analysis did not support the hypothesis stating second grade students 
who had participated in a looping program of classroom organization in kindergarten and 
first grade would score higher on the core battery of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills for 
academic achievement than second grade students who did not loop with their teacher, 
but rather had two different teachers for kindergarten and first grade.  Although it was not 
statistically significant, the control group of non- looping students actually did slightly 
better on this measurement than the experimental group of students who looped. 
 Statistical analysis did not support the hypothesis stating that second grade 
students who participated in a looping program of classroom organization in kindergarten 
and first grade would score higher levels of academic self-esteem on the Culture-Free 
Self-Esteem Inventory, Second Edition than second grade students who did not loop with 
their teacher, but rather had two different teachers for kindergarten and first grade.  All 
students in the study scored very high levels of academic self-esteem with the mean for 
the experimental group of students who did loop being only slightly higher than the mean 
for the control group of non- looping students. 
 
Conclusions and Implications 
 Research plays an important role in improving educational practice.  However, 
because educational research is a very human process that is conducted by humans with 
human subjects, it is a process that often is very difficult.  When it is carried out in the 
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classroom, there are many variables that cannot be controlled, and these variables can 
play a role in the final outcome of a study that will be very different from the stated 
hypotheses.  The fact that the study conducted for this research project did not show 
significant gains for the experimental group on the criterion variables of academic 
achievement and academic self-esteem may have been due to several of these variables 
that were uncontrolled in the classroom setting.  Further research may help to determine 
whether there are variables that are significantly affected by the organizational pattern of 
looping with young students.   
There is evidence in the literature review in Chapter 2 of this study that other 
researchers have found significant factors pertaining to young learners’ achievement and 
school success after participating in looping programs.  Burke (1996) used qualitative 
measures to determine that teachers who stayed with the same students for three years 
and who collected work samples from their students over a period of months during the 
second year of the loop, noticed vast improvements in student’s writing from when they 
began to work with those students.   
Hampton, Mumford, and Bond (1997) studied students in a three-year looping 
program in East Cleveland, Ohio, called Project FAST (Families Are Students and 
Teachers).  East Cleveland is a community with 99.4% African American student 
population and where 69% of the students come from single-parent households and 49% 
live at or below the poverty level.  At the end of their first loop with the same teacher, 
there were significant increases in math and reading scores, with some students raising 
their scores as much as 40 points.  In this study, as in the current study, students in a 
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looping program were compared with their peers in traditional classrooms within the 
same building.  They were also compared with students across their district that were not 
in the looping program, with former students of their same teachers, and with their own 
siblings who had gone to this same school.  The looping students did better in overall 
academic achievement in all of these comparisons (Hampton et al., 1997). 
One other study that looked at academic gains with students who had looped (i.e. 
Yang, 1997) compared scores of students in second and fourth grade on the ITBS, and 
several other language scales.  The students in this study had just completed a two-year 
loop.  On thirty-six comparisons on the three instruments, looping students outperformed 
non- looping students.  The means of the test scores on each measure were compared with 
the mean scores on the same test of the students in non- looping classes.  On the ITBS, the 
looping students performed better in all areas of the core battery.  The results in this study 
were given only in mean scores, and there was no inferential statistical analysis run to 
determine significance at a given alpha level or to look at between group interactions.  
The study was conducted for the purpose of giving the school district data about their 
looping program for their second language schools, and the results were presented at a 
seminar for year-round education.   
 It is important to note that both of the studies mentioned above as showing gains 
for looping students (i.e. Hampton et al., 1997 and Yang, 1997) were carried out in 
schools with very different populations and demographics than the research study 
described in this report.  The school in East Cleveland, Ohio, had a very large (99.4%) 
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minority population, a high level of students from one-parent homes (69%), and almost 
half of the families (49%) living at or below the poverty level.   
Of the forty-six students in the current study, only four students were minority.  
The entire campus had a minority population of 13%, mostly because it was one of only 
two English as a Second Language (ESL) campuses for the district.  Economically 
disadvantaged students made up 2.6% of the student population for the 2000-2001 school 
year, which was the second year of the loop for the students in the study (Academic 
Excellence Indicator System, AEIS Report, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001).  There were no 
data available on the number of single-parent households for the campus or the district.    
The second study mentioned ( i.e. Yang, 1997) was conducted in a California 
elementary school. This school had a high population of Hispanic students who were also 
ESL or bilingual Limited English Proficient (LEP) students, many of who had not been in 
the United States for a long period of time.   
In contrast, at the end of the second year of the loop, the campus where the 
current study took place had a Hispanic population of 6.6%, while the district Hispanic 
population was 13.2%.   
It might be possible to look at this data and conclude that looping has been 
associated with more significant gains in academic achievement for students in poverty 
situations and/or students of minority backgrounds.  One of the limitations of the current 
investigation, as stated in Chapter 1, was that the study was being limited to students of 
the Caucasian race.  Thus, the findings should not be generalized to other types of 
students.   
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 A significant body of literature has been published in several formats about the 
looping program in the schools of Attleboro, Massachusetts, where the entire program for 
grades K-8 was a looping program for most of the decade of the 1990s.  Most of the 
findings related to this program were from parent, teacher, and student surveys about 
their feelings and experiences in the looping program (Grant et al., 1996).  However, the 
Attleboro district reported significant gains on the Massachusetts state tests in the areas 
of reading and math for students in fifth grade and seventh grade that had participated in 
at least two full two year loops.  This report did not compare students to other students 
who had not been in a looping program, and it did not state that they believed looping 
was the only factor that contributed to these gains  (Forsten et al., 1997).  The program, 
as implemented in Attleboro, was more complex than just deciding to loop and placing 
students in the classroom.  It consisted of a great deal of teacher training in a collection of 
instructional strategies and structures, such as critical thinking skills, cooperative 
learning, and other best practices that are usually considered to be good teaching 
practices.   It is very likely that this focus on good teaching practices, as well as the 
organizational pattern of looping, had a great deal to do with student gains on the state 
tests.  The Superintendent in Attleboro, Ted Thibodeau, described their community as 
one that is very diverse, with students who are limited in their proficiency in English and 
with a high concentration of Hispanic and Cambodian students. This data indicates that 
the demographics for the Attleboro district were very different from that of the district in 
the current study (Grant et al., 1996).   
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 Skinner (1998) studied looping in both the academic and affective domains with 
second grade students who were completing a first-second grade loop.  She divided her 
research into two parts.  Using quant itative measurement and statistical techniques, she 
looked at reading, language arts, and mathematics scores for a control group and an 
experimental group on the state achievement tests given to Missouri students..  The 
results showed no significant differences in the two groups on reading and math scores, 
but in the language arts skills of spelling and writing, the looping students in the 
experimental group out- performed the students in the control group of non- looping 
students.  Skinner wrote that she felt that one possible reason for this might be that 
students in a looping classroom may have more opportunities to write since they are 
usually very comfortable with the teacher and his/her expectations for them during the 
second year of the loop.  This familiarity with the teacher may also make them more 
willing to take risks as young writers (Skinner, 1998).   
The second part of this study focused on the affective components of a looping 
program and used qualitative measures to examine student, parent, and teacher feelings 
about the looping program.  Students in this study were in two different schools within 
one urban school district, one with looping and the other without looping.  The socio-
economic data for the two schools showed that the school with looping had a poverty 
level of 29.83%, while the non- looping control school had a poverty level of 16.72%  
(Skinner, 1998).  Both of these are significantly higher than the 2.6% economically 
disadvantaged level of the school in the current study. Again, it is important to note that 
in all of these studies and reports that show that students who looped have done better 
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academically than students who did not loop, the demographic data for the population 
from which the subjects were chosen shows a fairly high level of students from poverty 
backgrounds and/or minority students.   
 The other criterion variable that was studied in this research project was that of 
academic self-esteem as measured by the CFSEI-2.  A subset of the total self-esteem 
inventory asked questions related to how the students think their teachers feel about them, 
how they feel they do on their school work, and how their parents view their school 
progress was used for this measure.   In the literature review of research on looping, there 
were reports of surveys that dealt with student attitudes about looping and student 
attitudes about school since they had begun the looping programs, as well as parent and 
teacher attitudes about the practice of looping  (Bellis, 1999; Burke, 1996; Forsten et al., 
1997; Grant et al., 1996; Jankowsky, 1996; Skinner, 1998).   No studies were found that 
looked at academic self-esteem of students who had participated in a looping program. 
 Much of the literature discusses the advantages of looping and mentions 
strengthened relationships as major keys to success in looping programs.  The teacher-to-
student relationship is the primary focus of these discussions, but also mentioned is the 
parent-teacher relationship and the parent-school relationship.  Teachers felt that they got 
to know their students better, had more time to study each student’s learning style, and 
could therefore foster more learning and more growth for their students (Grant et al., 
1996; Jacoby, 1994; Skinner, 1998).  There were only implied references to students 
feeling better about themselves because of the looping programs in comments like that of 
Jessica who said, “I am smart and so is looping,” (Reynolds et al., 1999, p. 19).   
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Way (1981) studied achievement and self-concept in multiage classrooms and 
found no significant differences in students in multiage classrooms and students in single 
grade classrooms on the self-concept variable.  This study was conducted entirely in a 
public school setting with a general population of children.  No significant defining 
factors for the population demographics, such as low socio economic status or single 
parent families, were given in the report.  Also, the ethnic make-up of the students in the 
study was not given.  
 The students in the current study all scored extremely high on the sub-test items 
related to academic self-esteem.  The ten questions in this sub-test were simple one-
sentence statements about whether the students felt successful on their schoolwork and 
whether they perceived that others (specifically their parents, teachers and peers) saw 
them as successful at school.  The author of the CFSEI-2 instrument, Battle (1992), 
reported on research by Yaniw in 1983 that showed the correlation between academic 
self-esteem and achievement in math to be .57 (p<. 01) and the correlation between 
academic self-esteem and achievement in language arts to be .59 (p<.01).  While it is 
good to know that the students in the current study have a high level of academic self-
esteem, there is no evidence that supports that looping had anything to do with this 
finding.  The control group student’s scores on this measure also fell within the very high 
range.  Since all of these students attended the same school for both of the academic 
years of kindergarten and first grade, it is possible that overall school-related factors have 
contributed to these findings. 
 62
Possibly the greatest human factor of any study done within the setting of an 
existing classroom is that of teacher differences.  In all of the prior studies on looping, the 
authors mention this variable.  Skinner (1998) discussed the high degree of community 
that the looping teachers in her study exhibited, and she acknowledged that this could 
have caused an emotional feeling about the program that skewed some of the results.  She 
noted that “when teachers experience a level of high community, they are more likely to 
be effective teachers, personally committed to teaching, open to personal growth, and feel 
that a student’s learning potential is not static”  (p. 132).   
In the current research project, the researcher noted much collaboration and 
collegiality among the looping partner teachers. The families and students who 
participated in the study could not help but feel this also.  The two teachers who looped 
with their students were careful to spend equal amounts of planning time with all of the 
other teachers on the kindergarten and first grade levels, and of course, the district-
approved teaching practices and the district curriculum were carried out in all classrooms.   
However, the variable of teacher differences is a strong factor and very difficult to 
control.  The Project FAST study in East Cleveland, Ohio (Hampton, Mumford & Bond, 
1997) reported a unique attempt at trying to control some of the human variables with the 
comparisons they made in their report.  They not only compared looping students to non-
looping students on the same campus, but also compared scores of loopers to students 
these same teachers had had in previous years before they received the intensive training 
to become more effective teachers that was a part of the project.  The looping students 
out performed these former students by a difference of 86% to 52% overall on the 
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Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills used by their district to measure academic growth.  
This implies that longitudinal data for the same teachers over a period of time would be a 
good way to look at individual teacher differences in a looping program. 
 
Recommendations  
This study has opened up many more questions than it answered for the educators 
in the district where the research occurred.  Action research in the classroom is very 
valuable to practitioners in the field as it gives a practical look at programs, strategies, 
and patterns that are happening on a daily basis with the students within the population of 
a given school or school district.  There is still a need to find out what the value of the 
looping organizational pattern to this school district is.  Since several more schools within 
this district are now using looping patterns on their campuses, a more wide-spread study 
of this same nature is planned with students who are currently in looping classes.  Also, 
the looping organizational pattern is now being practiced on two of the Title I campuses 
in the district that have a much higher percentage of students who are identified as 
economically disadvantaged.  These campuses also have a more ethnically diverse 
population.  Cross campus data as well as same campus data will be examined in these 
future studies.  On one campus, administrators have made the decision to have 
kindergarten and first grade looping teams and also one second and third grade looping 
team.  The district plans to continue looking at the data for all of these students.  An 
important aspect of future research will be to look at how students who have looped 
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perform on state tests when they are in the third grade and take the first Texas 
Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test. 
Another feature of the on-going research regarding looping in this school district 
is that of looking at case-studies comparing students on several campuses who are in 
looping classes, but who come from different socio economic backgrounds and who have 
different environmental experiences when they enter the public school.   As a part of this 
research, data are being gathered using parent, teacher, and student surveys and 
interviews.  Throughout the district, most of the feedback concerning the program has 
been favorable from parents, teachers, administrators, and students.  Many parents who 
have one student who looped want to put their younger children into a looping class.  Pin-
pointing the reasons why it is a popular and favorable experience has been more difficult, 
but continues to intrigue district officials and school board members. 
   
Summary 
 Second grade students who participated in a looping organizational pattern in 
kindergarten and first grade did not show significant gains on the core battery of the 
ITBS test over students who did not loop.  In addition they did not show significant 
increases in academic self-esteem over their peers who did not participate in the looping 
program.  There is a need to continue to look at looping programs in this school district to 
try to determine why these programs are popular and successful and whether they really 
do make a significant difference in the academic life and learning of students.  If there is 
a significant difference, it may be found with students of different ethnic and socio-
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economic status.  The stability of having the same teacher with the same set of 
expectations and classroom norms also may contribute to success in other areas than 
those examined by the research in this study.  Success stories were found in the literature 
on looping and other multiage and multiyear assignments.  Many parents, teachers, 
administrators, and students have stated that looping made a positive difference in the 



































































Institutional Review Board for the 
Protection of Human Subjects in Research 
Office of Research Services 
University of North Texas 
P.O. Box 305250 
Denton, Texas  76203-5250 
 
 
Dear Board Members: 
 
 I am writing this letter to let your board know that the Frisco Independent School 
District endorses and supports the research being conducted by Mrs. Doris Jo Murphy.  
Her research study is entitled The Effects of a Kindergarten-First Grade Looping 
Program on Student Achievement and Academic Self-Esteem.  This study will give us 
valuable and necessary information about our looping program.  It will help our district 
make decisions regarding the continuation of our existing looping program and the 
possible addition of this program at other campuses in our district. 
 
 Mrs. Murphy is an administrator in our district and we regard her research and her 







Dr. Debra Nelson, 
Assistant Superintendent for 


























































Dear Parents of 
 
 Most of you know and remember me as the Assistant Principal at Smith 
Elementary from 1998-2001.  During that time your child was enrolled at Smith in 
Kindergarten and First Grade as either a student in the looping classes or the regular 
classroom organization pattern of having a different teacher in each grade.  I am currently 
serving as the Principal of Fisher Elementary in Frisco ISD.   
 I am writing to you now to ask your permission to use assessment data compiled 
by the school district and found in your child’s school record, in my doctoral dissertation 
study at the University of North Texas in Denton.  I will also be using one other piece of 
data for your child.  That piece is the score that was achieved by your child on Boehm-R 
test during the first three weeks of their kindergarten year.  This information is found in 
your child’s files at the office of the school they now attend.  My study is under the 
direction of my major professor, Dr. James Laney in the College of Education.  It is 
based on the question of how students’ participation in a looping organizational pattern 
compares with students’ participation in the more traditional organizational pattern.  The 
two areas that are being considered in this study are academic achievement and self-
esteem.   
 To assess academic achievement, I will use scores from the Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills that all second graders in Frisco ISD take in October.  To assess student self –
esteem I will be using scores from an instrument called the Culture-Free Self-Esteem 
Inventory, Second Edition, (CFSEI-2) Form A.  If your child was in either Ms. Kim 
Piske’s class or Ms. Shannon Ratliff’s class at Smith in Kindergarten and First Grade, 
they will be in the experimental group of the study.  If you are receiving this letter and 
your child was in other classrooms for Kindergarten and first grade, then they are being 
asked to be in the control group of the study.  The scores from both of these instruments 
will be compared for students in the two groups.   
 The purpose of the study is to determine if there are advantages to students if they 
participate in a looping program that can be noted by academic achievement test scores.  
With the self-esteem inventory, we are trying to determine if the students who were in a 
looping class have different academic self-esteem ratings than students in a more 
traditional program.  This will be beneficial as educators, both within our district and 
outside of our district, try to make decisions about organizational patterns in our schools.  
As principal of a school in our district, I am trying to decide if looping is a practice that 
will be beneficial on my campus.  We want to decide if there are indeed benefits to this 
type of long-term relationship with a teacher and a group of students. 
 All information that will be obtained from the scores on both of these instruments 
will be kept confidential.  Upon receiving your consent form for your child to participate 
in this study, an identification code will be assigned for your child.  All data collected for 
your child will be input into a computer program under this code.  The program will 
calculate and total my results.  No child’s name will appear in the study or be seen by 
anyone other than me. 
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 Since some of you are now at different campuses from Smith, and since I no 
longer work at Smith, I will be hiring an outside person to give the self-esteem inventory. 
I have received permission for this from your child’s principal.  The administration of 
this instrument takes approximately 20 to 30 minutes and the person administering it will 
be a teacher that has previously worked in our district.  You will be given prior notice of 
the exact time and date of the administration.  Also, if you would like to look at the 
literature that explains the instrument, I would love to meet with you and go over it with 
you.  Due to issues related to reliability of administration, I cannot show you the exact 
instrument.   
 Participation by your child and you in this study is strictly voluntary.  I hope that 
since all of you have known me for the last two years, you know that I value your child 
and their educational success very highly.  I want to determine this information in an 
effort to help our schools know if this practice of looping is beneficial academically and 
emotionally for our students.  Also, this will help me to complete my studies as a doctoral 
student at UNT, which is a personal goal that I set for myself many years ago.  If you 
agree for your child to participate, please fill out the form attached to this letter and return 
it to me in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope.  Please know, that whatever 
your decision, I will always hold the time I spent with you and your children at Smith in 
my most treasured memories.  If you have questions, please contact me at Fisher 










Dr. Jim Laney  
Department of Teacher Education and Administration 
The University of North Texas 
P.O. Box 311337 












Parent Consent Form 
 
PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM BY ____________________. 
 
 
Please check the appropriate like to indicate that you have read, understand, and have a copy of 
the letter attached to this form. 
 
 
_________________ I give permission for my child to participate in the project. 
 
 
_________________ I would like more information before giving consent.  Please contact me by 
calling ______________________. 
 
Students will be involved in testing for this study approximately 4 hours and 30 minutes on the 
Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) and 35 minutes to take the Culture Free Self-Esteem Inventory 
(CFS-EI).  The ITBS is a normal part of their student life in Frisco ISD as a second grade student.  
The CFS-EI is a test that is specifically for the purpose of this research.  This study has been 
reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board.  Members of this board may be 





Parent Signature Date: ____________________________________________ 
  (Parent is signing for minor child) 
 
Child’s Name: __________________________________________________ 
 
Name of Parent Completing this Form: ______________________________ 
 
Mailing Address: ________________________________________________ 
 





Researcher Contact Information:  Jo Murphy    
Fisher Elementary             
2500 Old Orchard Dr. 
Frisco, TX  75034 
469-633-2600                   
 
University of North Texas Contact:   Dr. Jim Laney 
           Department of Teacher Education and  
      Administration 
           P.O. Box 311337 
           Denton, TX  76203-1337 
           940-565-2920 
 
 
ASSENT OF CHILD 
 
 
_________________________________(name of child) has agreed to participate in 
research  titled The Effects of a Kindergarten-First Grade Looping Program on Students 
Academic Achievement and Self Esteem.  This study has been reviewed and approved by 
the UNT Institutional Review Board.  Members of this board may be reached by calling 
940-565-3940 for further questions. 
 
   
Subject’s Signature.     Parent or Guardian signature must be 
substituted if waiver of assent is required 
 Date 
   
 
 




































































































Office of Research Services  




Doris Jo Murphy 
981 Garnet Cove 
Oak Point, TX 75068 
 
RE: Human Subjects Application No. 01-228 
 
 
Dear Ms. Murphy 
On November 16,2001, the University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 
reviewed your project titled "The Effects of a Kindergarten-First Grade Looping Program 
on Student Academic Achievement and Self-Esteem." The Board agrees that with the 
requested changes submitted the risks inherent in this research are minimal, and the 
potential benefits to the subjects outweigh those risks. Your study is hereby approved for 
the use of human subjects on this project. Federal policy 21 CFR 56.109(e) stipulates that 
IRB approval is for one year only. 
 
Enclosed are the consent documents with stamped IRB approval. Please copy and use 
these forms only for your study subjects. 
 
U.s. Department of Health and Human Services regulations require that you submit 
annual and terminal progress reports to the UNT Institutional Review Board.  Further, the 
UNT IRE must re-review this project annually and/or prior to any modifications you 
make in the approved project. Please contact me if you wish to make such changes or 
need additional information. 
 
Sincerely, 
)1tiL.- /' ~  
Peter L. Shillingsburg ," 
Chair 









       
 
Academic Excellence Indicator System 1999-2000, Frisco ISD, District Number 
043905 Division of Performance Reporting, Office of Policy Planning and Research, 
Texas Education Agency, Austin, TX. 
 
Academic Excellence Indicator System 2000-2001, Frisco ISD, District Number 
043905 Division of Performance Reporting, Office of Policy Planning and Research, 
Texas Education Agency, Austin, TX. 
 
Anderson, Robert H.  (1992, April).  The nongraded elementary school:  Lessons 
from history.  Paper presented at the annual meeting of American Educational Research 
Association, San Francisco, CA. 
 
Anderson, Robert H.  (1993).  The return of the nongraded classroom.  In Robin 
Fogarty (Ed.). The multiage classroom:  A collection  (27-33).  Arlington Heights, IL:  
IRI/Skylight Training and Publishing, Inc.   
 
Bacharach, Nancy, Hasslen, Robin Christine, & Anderson, Jill.  (1995).  Learning 
together:  A manual for multiage grouping.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Corwin Press, Inc. 
 
Battle, J.  (1987).  9 to 19:  Crucial years for self-esteem in children and youth.  
Edmonton: James Battle & Associates.  (Originally published by Special Child 
Publications, Seattle, WA). 
 
Battle J.  (1990).  Self-esteem:  The new revolution.  Edmonton:  James Battle & 
Associates. 
 
Battle, James (1992).  Culture-free self-esteem inventories, Second Edition. 1992 by 
PRO-ED, Austin, Texas.  
 
Bellis, Marilyn.  (1999).  Look before you loop.  Young Children, 54, (3) 70-73. 
 
Black, Susan.  (1993).  Beyond age and grade.  The Executive Educator, 15, 17-20. 
 
Boehm, Ann E.  (1986).  Boehm test of basic concepts – revised.  1986 by The 
Psychological Corporation, New York, New York.   
Bray, James H. & Maxwell, Scott E.  (1985).  Multivariate analysis of variance.  
London:  Sage Publications. 
 76
 
Bredekamp, S., & Copple, C. (1997).  Developmentally appropriate practice in early 
childhood programs—Revised Edition.  Washington, DC.  NAEYC. 
 
Brunner, Jerome.  (1977).  Early social interaction and language acquisition.  In H. R. 
Schaffer (Ed.).  Studies in mother-infant interaction.  London:  Academic Press. 
 
Burke, Daniel L. (1996).  Multi-year teacher/student relationships are a long-overdue 
arrangement.  Phi Delta Kappan, 77, (5) 360-361. 
 
Burke, Daniel L.  (1997).  Looping:  Adding time, strengthening relationships.  
Champaign, IL:  ERIC Digest.  (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.   
ED 414 098). 
 
Chapman, Janet.  (1999).  A looping journey.  Young Children, 54, (3)  80-83. 
 
Chase, Penelle & Doan, Jane. (1994).  Full circle:  A new look at multiage education, 
Portsmouth, NH:  Heinemann.  
 
Clemes, Harris, & Bean, Reynold.  (1980).  How to raise children’s self-esteem.  
Sunnyvale, CA:  Enrich, Div./Ohaus. 
 
Daniel, Tabitha Carwile, & Terry, Kay W.  (1995).  Multiage classrooms by design:  
Beyond the one-room school.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Corwin Press, Inc. 
 
Forsten, Char, Grant, Jim, Johnson, Bob & Richardson, Irv.  (1997).  Looping Q & A:  
72 practical answers to your most pressing questions.  Peterborough, NH:  Crystal 
Springs Books. 
 
Gay, L. R.  (1987).  Educational research; Competencies for analysis and 
Application.  Columbus, OH:  Merrill Publishing Company. 
 
Goodlad, John I., and Anderson, Robert H.  The nongraded elementary school. 
(Revised 1987).  New York:  Teachers College Press. 
 
Goodman, Yetta M.  (1993).  Kidwatching:  Observing children in the classroom.  In 
Robin Fogarty (Ed.). The multiage classroom:  A collection (15-23).  Peterborough, NH:  
Crystal Springs Books. 
 
Gorrell, Janet L.  (1998).  A study comparing the effect of multiage education 
practices versus traditional education practices on academic achievement  (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 424 008).   
 
 77
Grant, Jim & Richardson, Irv.  (1996).  Multiage glossary.  In Alden Fredenburg 
(Ed.). The multiage handbook:  A comprehensive resource for multiage practices (270-
272).  Peterborough, NH:  The Society for Developmental Education. 
 
Grant, Jim, Johnson, Bob & Richardson, Irv.  (1996).  The multiyear classroom:  A 
stable force in children’s lives.  In Aldene Fredenburg (Ed.). The looping handbook:  
Teachers and students progressing together (15-23).  Peterborough, NH:  Crystal Springs 
Books 
 
Gaustad, Joan. (1994).  Nongraded education:  Overcoming obstacles to 
implementing the multi-age classroom.  Eugene, OR:  Oregon School Study council.  
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.  379 744).  
 
Gutierrez, R., & Slavin, R. E. (1992).  Achievement effects of the nongraded 
elementary school:  A best-evidence synthesis.  Review of Educational Research, 62, 
333-376.  
 
Hampton, Frederick M., Mumford, Dawne A., & Bond, Lloyd.  (1997) Enhancing 
urban student achievement through multi-year assignment and family-oriented school 
practices.  ERS Spectrum, 15, 7-15. 
 
Hanson, Barbara J.  (1995).  Getting to know you—multiyear teaching.  Educational 
Leadership, 53, (3) 42-43. 
 
 Harding, Elise A.  (1997).  Kindergarten teachers—move up to first grade!  Young 
Children, 52, (3)  80-81. 
 
Hoover, H. D., Hieronymus, A. N., Frisbie, D. A. & Dunbar, S. B.  (1996).  Iowa Test 
of Basic Skills, Form A, Level 7.  2001 by The University of Iowa and Riverside 
Publishing, Itasca, Illinois. 
 
Jacoby, Deborah.  (1994).  Twice the learning and twice the love.  Teaching K-8, 58-
59. 
 
Jankowsky, Elizabeth.  (1996).  The perception of the effects of looping on classroom 
relationships and community in learning.  Doctoral dissertation for University of 
Sarasota, Florida. 
 
Jensen, Eric.  (1998).  Teaching with the brain in mind.  Alexandria, VA:  Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
 
Jensen, Melanie K. & Green, Virginia P.  (1993).  The effects of multi-age grouping 




Kasten, Wendy C. (1998).  Why does multiage make sense?  Compelling arguments 
for educational change.  Primary Voices K-6, 6, (2) 2-9. 
 
Katz, Lillian G., Evangelou, Demetra & Hartman, Jeannette Allison.  (1990).  The 
case for mixed-age grouping in early education.  Washington, DC:  National Association 
for the Education of Young Children.  (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED  
326 302). 
 
Kuball, Yazmin E.  (1999).  A case for developmental continuity in a bilingual K-2 
setting.  Young Children, 54, (3) 74-79. 
 
Ladd, G. W.  (1996).  Shifting ecologies during the 5 to 7 year period:  Predicting 
children’s adjustment during the transition to grade school.  In A. J. Sameroff & M. M. 
Haith (Eds.). The five to seven year shift:  The age of reason and responsibility (363-
386).  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press. 
 
Lawrence, Dennis.  (1996).  Enhancing self-esteem in the classroom.  London:   
P. Chapman. 
 
Lodish, Richard.  (1992).  The pros and cons of mixed-age grouping.  Principal, 71, 
(5) 20-22. 
 
Mack, John E. & Ablon, Steven L.  (1983).  The development and sustenance of self-
esteem in childhood.  In John E. Mack and Steven L. Ablon (Eds.), From the study group 
of the Division of Child Psychiatry of the Cambridge Hospital, Department of Psychiatry, 
Harvard Medical School, and the Cambridge-Somerville Mental Health and Retardation 
Center.  (260-266).  New York:  International Universities Press. 
 
McClellan, Diane E. (1994).  Multiage grouping:  Implications for education.  In 
Penelle Chase and Jane Doan (Eds.).  Full Circle:  A new look at multiage education  
(147-166).  Portsmouth, NH:  Heinemann. 
 
Measelle, Jeffrey R., Ablon, Jennifer C., Cowan, Philip A. & Cowan, Carolyn P.  
(1998).  Assessing young children’s views of their academic, social and emotional lives:  
An evaluation of the self-perception scales of the Berkeley puppet interview.  Child 
Development, 69, (6) 1556-1576. 
 
Milburn, Dennis.  (1993).  A study of multiage or family-grouped classrooms.  In 
Robin Fogarty (Ed.).  The multiage classroom:  A collection (57-61).  Arlington Heights, 
IL:  IRI/Skylight Training and Publishing, Inc. 
 
 79
National Academy of Sciences, National Research Council.  (1999).  Global 
Perspectives on Early Childhood Education.  Washington, DC.  (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.  ED 428 883). 
 
Nye, Barbara.  (1993).  Some questions and answers about multiage grouping,  ERS 
Spectrum, Winter,  38-45. 
 
Nye, B. A., Cain, V. A., Zaharias, J. B., Tollett, D. A. & Fulton, B. D.  (1995).  Are 
multiage/nongraded programs providing students with a quality education?  Some 
answers from the School Success Study.  Nashville, TN:  Center of Excellence for 
Research in Basic Skills,  (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 384 998). 
 
Osin, L., & Lisgold, A. (1996).  A proposal for the reengineering of the educational 
system.  Review of Educational Research, 66, (4) 621-656. 
 
Paven, Barbara Nelson.  (1992).  The benefits of nongraded schools.  In Robin 
Fogarty (Ed.). The multiage classroom:  A collection  (63-68).  Arlington Heights, IL:  
IRI/Skylight Training and Publishing, Inc. 
 
Paven, Barbara Nelson,  (1992).  The waxing and waning of nongradedness.  Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San 
Francisco, CA.  
 
Rathbone, Charles, Bingham, Anne, Dorta, Peggy, McClaskey, Molly, & O’Keefe, 
Justin.  (1993).  Multiage portraits:  Teaching and learning in mixed-age classrooms.  
Peterborough, NH:  Crystal Springs Books. 
 
Relative reading achievement:  A longitudinal Study of 187 Children from first 
through sixth grades.  (2002).  Journal of Educational Psychology, 94, (1) 3-13. 
 
Reynolds, Janice Carner, Barnhart, Brad & Martin, Barbara N.  (1999).  Looping :  A 
solution to the retention vs. social promotion dilemma?  ERS Spectrum, Spring,16-20. 
 
Sameroff, A. J., & Haith, M. M. (1996).  Interpreting developmental transitions.  In 
A.J. Sameroff & M. M. Haith (Eds.), The five to seven year shift:  The age of reason and 
responsibility (3-16). Chicago:  University of Chicago Press. 
 
Shanker, A.  (1994).  Multiage classrooms:  Children learning at their own speed.  
Staying focused on the children, society for developmental education sourcebook (7th 
ed.).  Peterborough, NH:  The Society for Developmental Education. 
 
Skinner, Jane S. N.  (1998).  Looping versus nonlooping second grade classrooms:  




Slavin, Robert E. & Madden, Nancy A.  (1989).  What works for students at risk:  A 
research synthesis.  Educational Leadership, 46, (5) 4-13. 
 
Slavin, Robert E., Karweit, Nancy L. & Wasik, Barbara A.  (1992).  Preventing early 
school failure:  What works?  Educational Leadership, 50, (4) 10-19. 
 
Stegelin, Dolores A.  (1997).  Outcomes of mixed-age groupings.  Dimensions of 
Early Childhood, 25, (2)  22-28. 
 
Tanner, David Earl.  (2001).  Assessing academic achievement.  Boston:  Allyn and 
Bacon. 
 
Veenman, Simon.  (1995).  Cognitive and noncognitive effects of multigrade and 
multi-age classes:  A best-evidence synthesis.  Review of Educational Research, 65, (4)  
323-340.  
 
Viadero, D.  (1996).  Mixed blessings.  Education Week, 15, 31-33.  
 
Vygotsky, L. S.  (1978).  Mind in society.  Cambridge:  Harvard University Press. 
 
Wardle, F. (1999).  In praise of developmentally appropriate practice.  Young 
Children, 53 4-12. 
 
Way, Joyce W.  (1981).  Achievement and self-concept in multiage classrooms.  
Educational Research Quarterly, 6 (2) 69-75. 
 
Yang, Xiaowei.  (1997).  Educational benefits in elementary school through looping 
and Friday in-services, Part 2:  Benefits of looping.  San Diego, CA:  National 
Association for Year-Round Education.  (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 
425 850). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
